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What Is The United States’ and Europe’s Best 
Defense Against Communism? 


i) ee 
Tonight we are happy to wel- 
pme you to Memphis, Tennessee, 
@e cotton capital of the world. 
n marked contrast to the slow- 
oving waters of the Mississippi 
jiver, the alert people of Memphis 
nve for the past fifty years been 
nilding one of the Nation’s most 
aportant Cities. 
‘We are the guests this evening 
| Goldsmith’s Department Store, 
awn as Memphis’ Greatest Store, 
aich has brought Town Meeting 
Memphis as a part of the week- 
ing celebration of the opening of 
© new five-million-dollar plant 
Plough, Inc., producers of more 
292 a hundred household items 
iseributed throughout America 
! in 53 foreign countries. 
fur host committee tonight con- 
as of representatives of more 
mn a hundred Memphis civic and 
seational organizations and is 
aded by Mr. Edward Meeman, 
: dynamic and forceful editor of 
- Memphis Press Scimitar. 
Now, to preside over tonight’s 
cussion, here is your moderator, 
Fresident of Town Hall and 
nder of America’s Town Meet- 
, Mr. George V. Denny, Jr. 


erator Denny: 

sood evening, neighbors. We are 
py to join with the citizens of 
phis tonight in their tribute 
‘Mr. A. Plough, who started 
‘business in a small room above 
urniture store here in Memphis 
years ago and this week opened 
ew five-million-dollar plant for 
products of Plough, Inc., which 
Joys more than a_ thousand 
mphis people. It is this type 
initiative and enterprise that 
people everywhere want to 


defend against the inroads of sub- 
versive communism. 

Here, in the home state of Sen- 
ator Estes Kefauver, it is natural 
that we should consider an aspect 
of our foreign policy in which he 
is taking an active leadership. 
To really debate our foreign policy, 
we should be able to hear the 
advocates and opponents on the 
same platform at the same time 
before a representative audience 
which canask representative ques- 
tions. And tonight, as usual, your 
Town Meeting gives you just that. 

While Senator Kefauver believes 
strongly that a federal union of the 
Atlantic powers is our best de- 
fense against communism, Senator 
George Malone, Republican of 
Nevada, is a vigorous and out- 
spoken opponent of this plan. 
They'll submit to questions from 
our guest interrogators, Frank Ahl- 
Editor~of the Commercial 


gren, 
Appeal in Memphis, and Edmund 
Orgill, distinguished | Memphis 
businessman. 


We'll hear first from the Junior 
Democratic Senator from Ten- 
nessee, the original chairman of 
the Senate Committee on the In- 
vestigation of Organized Crime, 
Senator Estes Kefauver. 


Senator Kefauver: 

Mr. Denny, ladies and gentle- 
men. First, let me say how good 
it is to be in Memphis, Tennessee, 
with my friends and constituents, 
and to be here with Mr. and Mrs. 
George Denny and the Town 
Meeting of the Air. And I cer- 
tainly wish to join in giving a great 
welcome to my friend and col- 
league of the United States Sen- 
ate, the Honorable George Malone, 
of the State of Nevada. 

In this small world, our national 


boundaries offer no real protection 
against military attack. The 
United States is communism’s prin- 
cipal_enemy and will be its prin- 
cipal eventual target. What must 
we, who desperately want to keep 
war away from our families, do? 
General Eisenhower has given us 
the answer. He has called for the 
unity of free men as essential to 
the success of this task. It is my 
opinion that the United States must 
support General Eisenhower by 
joining with other free nations of 
Europe, who are the intended vic 
tims of Kremlin imperialistic ambi- 
tion, in an effort to achieve 
quickly a democratic unity that 


will surpass the enforced unity of 


the communist bloc. 


To answer the question put to 
me, a union of the European na- 
tions will not be strong enough 
alone to meet communist aggres- 
sion. The United States cannot 
stand alone against a communist- 
dominated world without the help 
of Europe. Together, however, 
we can be an invincible bastion of 
strength and freedom which would 
deter communism and give us an 
opportunity of having peace for 
generations to come. 

The present structure of the 
Atlantic Council as provided for 
by the North Atlantic Treaty 
simply does not give the authority 
for the swift and united action 
which may, any day now, be 
necessary to repel Soviet aggression 
in Western Europe. Supposing, 
for example, that Soviet Russia or 
the satellites begin aggression and 
General Eisenhower thinks it is 
mecessary to start action. How 
would he get the go-ahead signal ? 


First, he would turn to Wash- 
ington. Unless the Atlantic Coun- 
cil happened to be in session, 
Washington would notify the 
Council of Deputies in London. 
These deputies would have to get 


the agreement of the twelve gov 
ernments that they represent. Thi 
process would involve cables, tele 
phone calls, proposals, debates 
compromise, delays. Days, mayb 
weeks, would go by, when actiot 
is needed in hours. 


I suggest that while there i: 
still a little time the democracie: 
explore the means of moving be 
yond the Atlantic alliance to form 
within the United Nations a federa 
tion, like the federation of the 
48 American states—-with les: 
broad powers, but with enougt 
power to assure our commof 
safety. I suggest that we try t 
put the federal system—which i 
democracy at its highest and mos 
organized level—on a _ trans 
Atlantic basis, and that we do this 
at least in relation to our commof 
defense. E 


This is not to be confused with 
any world federation idea. We 
recognize the refusal of the Sovie 
government to be a decent memb 
of the family of nations. Adantit 
union is made immediately neces 
sary for this very reason. 1 


Some start has been made in thi 
direction already. There is pend 
ing in Congress now a resoluti 
known as the Atlantic Union Ri 
solution, sponsored by 27 of us ir 
the Senate and 105 members of 
House. The Resolution asks Pre 
ident Truman to call a conven 
tion of the democracies tha 
started the Atlantic Pact to dis 
cuss how far they can go 
establishing a union. 

Let me make it completely cleat 
however, that this resolution doe 
not commit our Nation or any 
other nation to joining a unio 
The recommendations coming 0 
of the convention would have t 
be voted upon by the America’ 
people and the people of the othe 
nations involved. All the Atlant 
Union Resolution does is to per. 


| 
| 
and our free neighbors to ex- 
ore together the means of giv- 
ge General Eisenhower what he 
ss asked for in order to stop 
alin and try to prevent war. 
1The American people are willing 
sacrifice heavily to keep their 
eedom if they can see how the 
crifice will repay them. But 
fortunately, the Administration 
not given us a sufficient goal 
look forward to. Surely there 
ast be something better in pro- 
ct during the next 30 years 
an wars and paying for wars; 
stroying whole countries and 
en repairing them for more and 
pre destruction. 
If we are to set and achieve a 
crete and attainable goal in 
ms of peace in our time, then 
: are going to have to give the 
ple themselves in our country 
i in other democratic countries 
say in this matter. We are go- 
z to have te try the method of 
ocracy, where the method of 
l-time diplomacy has failed; 
put democracy to work as a 
eguard for our homes and 
ilies. The best way to do that 
to pass the Atlantic Union Re- 
ution. It is my opinion that 
's step would tremendously bol- 
+ our defense against the threat 
‘communism, the threat of mil- 
ty aggression, which can ex- 
ode into World War III. 


,derator Denny: 
ank you, Senator Kefauver. 
ell, Senator, I’m sure that you 
dnt expect your Republican col- 
gue in the Senate to accept your 
pposals without an argument. 
aator George W. Malone of 
vada, who is known for his 
¢spoken criticism of Administra- 
policy, has taken a firm stand 
ninst Senator Kefauyver’s pro- 
sal. Senator Malone received 
training as a civil and hy- 
wulic engineer at the University 


of Nevada and continued his prac- 
tice as a consulting engineer until 
he was elected to the Senate in 
1946, the only engineer ever to be 
elected to this august body. He 
is a member of the Senate Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee and 
the Public Works Committee. 
Senator George Malone. 


Senator Malone: : 

Mr. Denny, and my colleague 
Senator Estes Kefauver. We are 
looking for him to come again to 
Nevada, but not on business. 
(Laughter ) 

The best defense against com- 
munism, in my humble opinion, in 
the United States of America, or 
in Europe or anywhere, is to main- 
tain our own living standards and 
a strong economy in this Nation. 
This can best be done through an 
American foreign policy and do- 
mestic policy based upon our own 
ultimate safety and well-being. 
And we must revive our faith in 
the family and our religion. 

The foreign policy could best 
be based upon an extended Monroe 
Doctrine, naming the nations and 
areas which we must currently 
protect for our own ultimate 
safety, and building an Air Force 
and Navy, including a submarine 
fleet, to enforce such a doctrine. 

Our domestic policy could best 
be based upon the development 
of foreign trade, upon the principle 
of fair and reasonable competition, 
thus maintaining our standards of 
living through the floor under 
wages and investments in this Na- 
tion, while we are assisting foreign 
countries to raise their own. 

Senator Kefauver has introduced 
a Senate Bill that we unite with 
the European nations in an At- 
Jantic alliance, a federation of na- 
tions like the federation of! our 
48 American states, each with one 
vote, or a super-controlling con- 
gress. 


_ 


The American people will be in- 
terested, Senator Kefauver—cer- 
tainly, I am very much interested 
—in just how far you would go 
in relinquishing our sovereignty 
to such a central government. 


And what would the federation’s 
powers be? Would the central 
government control such matters 
as the declaration of war, the col- 
lection of taxes for war purposes, 
or the allocation of each nation’s 
share to this mutual undertaking 
and the number of men each na- 
tion is to furnish? We're having 
some experience in Korea about 
that right now. 


What disposition would you 
make of the independent, economic 
and military treaties or pacts that 
the principal European nations 
now have with Soviet Russia—in 
good standing, with 12 or 15 years 
yet to run, and which read sstart- 
lingly like the Atlantic Pact with 
us?” 


What would you do with the 96 
trade treaties that the European 
Marshall Plan or ECA nations 
have with Russia and the Eastern 
European satellite countries, under 
which they are sending them 
everything needed to consolidate 
their gains in Europe and to fight 
World War III with us? I intend 
to prove during the course of this 
debate that they do have such 
treaties, that they are prepared to 
deal and in effect are dealing 
through treaties and pacts in the 
same manner with Russia as with 
the United States of America. 

I intend to prove that some of 
the nations which are proposing 
to join in an irrevocable federa- 
tion of nations through a modifica- 
tion of our constitution have 
already recognized Communist 
China, that they are arming China 
to fight us, and are continually 
pressuring us to recognize Com- 
munist China and to relinquish 


Formosa to the Communists. Per- 
haps fifty to sixty. per cent of 
the material and equipment that 
the Communists in Korea are 
using against our boys is financed 
by the fathers and mothers of these 
same boys as taxpayers of this” 
Nation. 


The two principal European na- 
tions, England and France, already 
have independent economic and_ 
military pacts with Russia, our 
chief potential enemy, which read 
surprisingly like the Aitlantic Pact 
which they signed with us. 


The Atlantic Pact contains chil 
provision: “Each Party declare 
that none of the international en- 
gagements now in force between™ 
it and other parties or with any 
third state is in conflict with the- 
provisions of this treaty and 
undertakes not to enter into any 
international treaty engagements” 


in conflict with this treaty.” 3 


England’s Pact with Russia on 


tains the following provisions. 
They both signed with us: “Each 
High contracting party undertakes 
not to conclude any alliance and 
not to take part in any coalition 
directed against the other high 
contracting party.” 

France’s Pact with Russia con- 
tains the following: “The High 
contracting parties undertake no 
to conclude any alliance and not 
to take part in any coalition di 
rected against either of the high 
contracting parties.” 

Now, then, what is England’ 
policy and the European nations’ 
policies that would prevent the 
very thing that we're talkin 
about? England’s foreign poli 
as announced by one of het 
greatest Prime Ministers, Lor 
Palmerston, in 1849, has been an 
still is—and I quote from his 
statement: “We have no eterna 
allies, and we have no perpetual 
enemies. Our intetests are eternal 


id perpetual, and those interests 
iis our duty to follow.” 

(This is: still England’s policy, 
_affirmed to President Roosevelt 
Prime Minister Churchill dur- 
x World War II. When the 
esident suggested that Churchill 
iinquish some Malayan _ states 
id Singapore, Churchill replied 
a statement that rang a bell 
ard around the world that he 
1 not become the King’s First 
nister to liquidate the British 
ppite. This policy is now af- 
med by every Prime Minister 
e Palmerston and is_ the 
topean policy. 


derator Denny: 

hank you, Senator Malone. Our 
2 guest interrogators are right 
wy to put their questions to 
se two speakers, but I wonder 
Senator Kefauver would like to 
<¢ a remark or two on what 
ator Malone has said and have 
2 reply before we take these 
stions from the interrogators. 
ator Kefauver? 


éenator Kefauver: Mr. Denny, 
aink Senator Malone’s argument 
s the reason why we need to 
together with friends and talk 
thing over. Certainly every- 
y says we need unity—General 
cArthur, General Eisenhower, 
everybody in public life. We 
been doing all these things 
cemeal, through the UN, 
eshall Plan, the Atlantic Pact, 
yet we find ourselves with all 
hese disagreements. 

‘he reason we must have some 
em of defense by law is that 
the present time Luxembourg 
Iceland have one vote—that’s 
t we want to get away from— 
the Atlantic Pact. 

Iso, we want to try to prevent 
ain and France from following 
nrate foreign policies, and that’s 
‘of the purposes of getting to- 


gether and discussing the matter 
and seeing if we can’t agree upon 
some unity of our foreign policy. 
The only way to ever work out 
these disagreements is to sit down 
and discuss the matter and not wait 
until we get into a war and then 
have’ some quick, patchwork get- 
together like we have had every 
time we have been in a World 


War. (Applause) 


Senator Malone: Senator, if 
were not in a war now, this one 
will do until one comes along. 
(Applause) I don’t know how to 
fight and be neutral. I was never 
brought up on that. We have 
lost a hundred and fifty thousand 
boys—wounded, lost, and killed— 
and they say we have killed a 
million and two hundred and fifty 
thousand Chinamen. But there are 
a hundred times more Chinamen 
ready to be killed than there are 
American boys. So we’re in a war, 
in the Third World War in my 
generation, and every democratic 
administration since I could walk 
has been keeping me out of war. 
They’re just wearing me out. 


Mr. Denny: Thank you. Now we 
have the editor of the Memphis 
Commercial Appeal, Mr. Frank R. 
Ahlgren, and the distinguished 
Memphis businessman, Mr. Ed- 
mund Orgill, ready to tackle these 
speakers. Mr. Ahlgren. 


Mr. Ahlgren: This question is 
addressed to Senator Kefauver. I 
believe, Senator, that you suggested 
that we try to put the federal sys- 
tem on a “Trans-Atlantic basis. 
Whenever that comes up, the ques- 
tion is usually asked, “Does this 
contemplate sacrificing our sov- 
ereignty and that of the participat- 
ing nations to one super-govern- 
ment, and if so, who would domi- 
nate that super-government? Who 
would finance it?” 


Senator Kefauver: Mr. Ahlgren, 
that’s a very good question and 
I’m very happy to have the oppor- 
tunity of answering it. In the 
United Nations we, of course, 
delegated some of our sovereignty. 
In the Atlantic Pact, we have 
divided our sovereignty by 12 
ways. Luxembourg or Iceland may 
follow a course of conduct that 
would get them attacked. We 
would be morally bound and 
actually bound to enter into war 
to prevent them from being over- 
run by an aggressor. 

So we have, in my opinion, 
already given away more of our 
sovereignty in the Atlantic Pact 
than we would actually give away 
with the transferring in an Atlantic 
federation, for the reason that we 
have only one vote in the Atlantic 
Pact, whereas in an Atlantic fed- 
eration, we would have a say- 
so according to our population, 
and our population plus Canada 
would have the majority of votes 
in an Atlantic Pact. 


It would also contemplate, I 
would say, that an Atlantic federa- 
tion should have charge of our 
joint defense effort and also a 
say-so in our. foreign policy. Cer- 
tainly we are committed to a joint 
defense effort. It is very uneco- 
nomical. It is not working on the 
present basis, and I am _ afraid 
that it is not going to. But if we 
can ever have it where every man 
puts in according to what he has, 
so that we can save by not having 
12 different establishments with all 
of the expense, so that we won't 
have to be looking over our backs 
all of the time to see what the 
other fellow is doing—in other 
words, if we’ can join together 
during times of peace as we eventu- 
ally do during times of war, we 
can prevent attack by communism. 
I think if we had done this, we 


* 
could have prevented the attack in 
Korea which Senator Malone was 
talking about. 


Mr. Orgill: I would like to read 
two paragraphs of General Mac- 
Arthur’s speech and then ask Sen- 
ator Malone a question. Here is 
what Genera! MacArthur said: 
“Men since the beginning of time 
have sought peace. Various 
methods have been attempted to 
devise an international process to 
prevent or settle disputes between 
nations. From the very start, work- 
able methods were found insofar ad 
individual citizens were concerned, 
but the mechanics of an instrumen- 
tality of larger international sco 
have never been successful. Milita 
alliances, balances of power, 
leagues of nations—all in tur 
have failed, leaving the only pa 
to peace by the way of the coal 
of war. The utter destructivene 
of war now blots out this alterna- 
tive. We have had our last chance 
If we will not devise some great 
and more equitable system 
Armageddon will be at our door, 


Now, Senator Malone, don’t y 
think that in order to devise the 
greater and more equitable systen 
that General MacArthur says wi 
must have, we at least ought to 
down with our friends and discu 
the best way to get at it? That’ 
all that the Atlantic Union Res 
lution proposes. 


Senater Malone: Mr. Denny 
this is a little confusing. He sai 
it’s all the Atlantic Union pr 
poses, and I deny that. It proposes 
a federation of nations, and J ha 
come 1500 miles on a wild go 
chase if there is no argument her 


We have no objection—no one has 
an objection to them going ov 
and sitting down and visiting ar 
getting as close together as th 
They’re doing that throug 


can. 


7 


ae United Nations now and have 
een for five years. And _ they’re 
ping it through the Atlantic Pact. 
dow another one is to be super- 
mposed, and there is only one pos- 
‘ble thing: you have to sacrifice 
pur sovereignty to join it and to 
y it, and when you’ve tried that, 
ad your standard of living and 
pur economics go down so you 
tmnot even protect yourself, let 
sone the European nations, which 
“c have done twice in my lifetime, 
ad Asia, then I think if that is 
ot the question, then we are ready 
quit now. That is the question, 
it not? 


| Mr. Orgill: No sir, it is not. 


{Senator Malone: 
@estion. 


|Mr. Orgill: 
esolution. 


I say it is the 


Let me read the 


‘Senator Malone: Go ahead and 


ad it. 


fMr. Orgill: “It is resolved by 
2 Senate that the President is re- 
2ested to invite the democracies 
nich sponsored the North At- 
atic Treaty to name delegates 
sresenting the principal political 
tties to meet this year with dele- 
ces of the United States in a 
deral convention to explore how 

their peoples—and the peoples 
‘such other democracies as the 
dvention may invite to send 
segates—can apply among them 
thin the framework of the 
‘ited Nations the principles of 
‘e federal union.” 


Senator Malone: That is correct 
t free federal union. Now, if 
i have no idea of having a fed- 
1 union, where you are bound 

central government, you are 
ing no further than the United 
tions and the Atlantic Pact. 
erefore you have nothing. I say 
| are proposing a federation of 


‘responsibility 


‘ 


nations with a super-government 


or you are wasting everybody’s 
time. 


Mr. Ahigren: I’d like to ask a 
simple question. Under the At- 
lantic Pact, each signatory is 
obliged to consider an attack on 
one as an attack on itself. Now 
can the proposed Trans-Atlantic 
federal government offer any 
stronger assurance of collective 
strength than this? 


Senator Kefauver: Yes, it can 
offer a great deal better assurance 
of collective strength, for the rea- 
son that the other nations in the 
federation would have something 
to do about the conditions that 
might cause Belgium, say, to be 
attacked. As the matter now stands, 
Belgium has control of its own 
foreign policy. It wouldn’t do it, 
but suppose it should invite an 
attack. Under the alliance, we 
don’t have anything to do with 
the making of the foreign policy, 
of what happens when they get 
into a scrap, and yet we are bound 
to go to their defense. Of course, 
that’s not going to work. 

Iceland under that arrangement 
has the same code we have. The 
only way we can do it is to sit 
down and let everybody share the 
according to what 
they have, and so I think a federa- 
tion would be much ‘stronger. A 
federation is the one thing that 
the Kremlin does not want. It is 
the one way of collective security 
that has always worked. Alliances 
have never worked over any long 
period of time. A federation has 
never failed. I believe in trying 
something that has been tried and 
has succeeded every time it has 
been presented. 


Mr. Orgill: | Suppose, Senator 
Kefauver, that the proposed fed- 


eral convention resulted in an in- 
strumentality, some kind of civil 
authority under which representa- 
tives of the peoples of the democ- 
racies were limited to working out 
common-defense policies and com- 
mon foreign policies. Would you 
then consider the convention a suc- 
cess? 


Senator Kefauver: I would con- 
sider the convention a great suc- 
cess if we could get together on 
the two important things of de- 
fense and foreign policy. Then 


QUESTIONS, PLEASE] 


Man: Senator Kefauver, why 
basically should the Atlantic union 
succeed where the old League of 
Nations failed so miserably, but 
which paralleled, to a certain ex- 
tent, the present proposition? 


Senator Kefauver: Well, sir, for 
the simple reason that an alliance 
is nothing but a contract between 
two nations which can be broken 
whenever they want to. But if you 
have a federation in which the 
people have an interest, then it’s 
under peoples’ control. It’s some- 
what comparable to the Articles of 


Confederation, and to our Federal 


Union. It’s only when the people 
have a right and an interest in it 
that they can prevent their gov- 
ernments from breaking contracts. 
The whole history between World 
War I and II is literally covered 
and filled with alliances made and 
broken which never succeeded. 


Mr. Denny: Thank you, Senator 
Kefauver. Senator Malone has a 
comment on the remark you made 
before. 


Senator Malone: I simply wanted 
to comment that Senator Kefauver 


that would give us time to con- | 
sider other matters as time went 
on. They are the two paramount 
matters now, and they are the ques- 
tions that are presented to the free 
world in the matter of survival or 
not. I think it would be a great 
success. i 


~ 


Mr. Denny: Thank you, Senator 
Kefauver. Now there are a great 
many people out here in this fine ~ 
representative audience of some 
four thousand people waiting to — 
ask questions. 


has made it very plain now that he 
means a federation of nations with 
a government that could control. — 
We are now following Britain’s 
policy. We have followed it since 
World War II in defending the 
colonial areas, and that is we ca 


a ll cattle taal 


enemies for us faster than we can 
make friends. q 

We can get together under the 
Atlantic Pact. We can get together 
under the United Nations, under 
any one of the organizations that 
we have, if that’s all we mean to 
do. But we must make it plain 
that it’s a surrrender of sovereignty 
that makes these pacts effective. 
That is the argument. : 


So, I say, when you surrender 
your sovereignty to 10 other na- 
tions or 15 other nations, you lose 
control, and if we lose control, 
then our standard of living will 
eventually be leveled. We'll go 
down economically, and we can- 
not defend ourselves, let alone 
anyone else. 


And England an 
France now have signed pacts wi 
Russia, reading startlingly like the 
and they are 


Atlantic Pact, 


ive force. They haven’t even 
rven notice that they want to 
incel them. So I say they are 
ened with both of us. It’s like 
king up on both ball teams, and 
vu can go with the winner, who- 
cer it is. 


\England has recognized Com- 
nist China. They’re furnishing— 
id have been from the beginning 
rtubber, tin, and steel to the 
ommunists to fight our boys in 
»tea. How, if you can’t do any- 
ing with them. even in just an 
dinary way, in a neighborly way, 
yw are you going to control them 
een they have 10 or 15 times the 
te we have? (Applause) 


Wir. Denny: Senator Malone and 
iwator Kefauver, I’d like to ask 
kh of you, while we're batting 
vund this question of delegation 
| giving up sovereignty, of what 
: difference is between a federa- 
u and an alliance—I wonder if 
th of you wouldn’t speak to this 
2stion. Senator Kefauver, you 
vé suggested that there is a fun- 
mental difference because the 
pple have a vote. Senator Malone 
ects because some of the na- 
as are following policies that 
does not feel are right and 
rnd, and he has indicated which 
dons he means. Now under your 
wm, do you mean, for instance, 
t the United States, Britain, 
mee, and the Atlantic countries 
ald merge their populations, in 
vense, to determine the foreign 
cy, a common foreign policy 
gall those nations? Do you mean 
t?2 Or would they function as 
atate nations and vote as sep- 
ce mations as in the present 
‘ation? 

enator Kefauver: Mr. Denny, 
course I have no idea of what 
members of the convention 
lild agree upon. The purpose 
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of calling the convention is to see 
if they cannot settle and solve these 
matters about who England is trad- 
ing with and whether they will be 
able to work out their agreements 
and cancel their agreements with 
Soviet Russia or with other na- 
tions, 

I should think that the two 
things that any federation ought 
to be able to agree upon are, first, 
to have some machinery of govern- 
ment to back up General Eisen- 
hower. The present machinery is 
not satisfactory unless we get some- 
thing else. He has almost a hope- 
less task. 

The second great need of the 
hour is to prevent the North At- 
lantic democracies from going in 
all different directions. If we will 
go in the same direction and work 
out our differences in foreign 
policy together, then we will have 
such a tremendous balance of 
power, or much more power than 
the Soviet Union, that nobody 
would upset the peace of the 
world. Those are the two things 
that I think particularly we ought 
to try to work out to begin with. 


Sei. Malone: Well, now, Sen- 
ator Kefauver, no one has any ob- 
jection to meeting and trying to 
work out and put the finger on 
the nations that have signed up 
both ways. But what you have said, 
as I understand it, and the reason 
I came to Memphis—not the only 
reason—the reason for the debate 
is that you want the sacrifice of a 
certain sovereignty of all the na- 
tions so that a vote—however it is, 
one vote to a nation or a vote 
exactly as we do as the 48 states— 
controls, so you have to do what 
the majority says. Now if that is 
not what we are down here for, 
then I have missed the boat. There 
is no reason why they shouldn’t 
meet at any time and under any 


Z 4 , 

auspices. We could pass another 
resolution, have another Kellogg 
Pact. We're full of pacts. The 
files are full of them up there, and 
we're still fighting. So let’s get at 
this thing. Is it that we sacrifice 
sovereignty, or do we not? 


Senator Kefauver: My answer to 
that is that the sovereignty be- 
longs to the people, and if we 
want to delegate some of our 
sovereignty so that collectively we 
can have a chance at having peace 
instead of war and destruction 
every 15 years, then that’s the right 
of the people to do so. After all, 
it doesn’t make very much sense, 
holding onto every little bit of 
sovereignty, sitting on top of an 
atomic bomb, and spending 84 
cents of every federal tax dollar 
to pay for preparing for wars and 
for the cost of previous wars. We 
are committed to working with our 
friends. Let’s get a real system of 
working with our friends that is 
going to be effective, instead of 
this tax business where we've 
already sacrificed more sovereignty 
than we would in the federation. 


(Applause) 


Senator Malone: Senator, I hate 
to say this, but time is short. We're 
still dodging the question. The 
question is, when you go to this 
conference, you’re going to ar- 
range something—what do you call 
it—a treaty or whatever it is— 
or a government .where your sovy- 
ereignty would be sacrificed, and 
then submit it to the people. And 
if they turn it down, naturally we 
wouldn’t sacrifice it, but you are 
going to ask the American people 
to sacrifice sovereignty. If you're 
not, you have nothing more than 
just an ordinary Atlantic Pact 
again, or a Kellogg Pact, or some- 
thing else. 


Senator 


Kefanver: Senator 


Malone made the point very clear. 
Whatever is agreed upon would — 
have to be submitted to the people — 
as a constitutional amendment. If — 
the people of three-fourths of the 
states feel that they get more 
security by joining with other 
democracies, well, then, I think — 
that they have the right to make © 
that decision, if that’s what three- — 
fourths of the people of three- 
fourths of the states want. 


ADidns > 
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Senator Malone: I say that what- 
ever the people vote for they will 
get. But don’t tell us here that 
we're going to pass a Senate Bill 
and ask for a federation of na- 
tions and not go over there and 
prepare a federation of nations 
for them to vote on, because that’s 
what you’re going to do. And that 
is what I say they will control. 


Mr. Denny: All right. Well, 
now that we've heard that particu- 
lar aspect of the subject pretty 
well discussed, let’s take another 
question from the gentleman. out 
there. 


Man: Senator Kefauver, do you” 
believe that it is more important 
to us for America to preserve 
Europe for democracy by arming: 
her than doing the same for Asia? 


Senator Kefauver: Yes, 1 think 
it's more important, because Asia 
isn’t developed with the know-how 
and with the technical and the 
manufacturing facilities to the ex- 
tent that Western Europe is. Wé 
could possibly get along, although 
it would be difficult, without com 
tinental Asia; but we could not 
get along if Western Europe fell 
into communist hands. It is much 
more important in my opinion. 


Senator Malone: I just want to 
leave this with you. If we allow 
Russia to finesse the control of 
China, and that is what we afeé 
doing now because she can’t fight 


n that area—but we are playing 
‘ootball on the thirty-eighth 


yarallel, kicking off back and forth 


on each other, and if we keep that 
ap till they control China, they’ll 
‘ontrol Asia, and Europe will fall 
pf its own weight as soon as they 
move. No power on earth can stop 
Russia in Europe. I say that our 
volitical and our trade future, if 
ve have any, is in South America 
ind Asia. It’s not in old Europe 
if a manufacturing nation just the 
ame as we are. It’s like a couple 
f barbers trying to make a living 
having each other. 


Man: Senator Malone, I am 
ite eligible, sir, to sacrifice my 
fe in World War III- Personally, 
would rather sacrifice a little 
sovereignty. Which do you prefer? 


. Senator Malone: My friend | can- 
>t see you, but twice I have offered 
iife. I would offer it again if it’s 
@cessary, but I’m in a place now 
see that you get a chance to 
pte on it before you sacrifice any 
vereignty, and I will explain to 
mi what that might mean, my 
iend. 
Lady: Senator Kefauver, do you 
lieve that the Internal Security 
ct of 1950, the McCarran Bill, 
ll prove effective in combating 
subversive activities of the 
munists here in the United 
ates ? 
Senator Kefauver: I don’t think 
Tat it will prove effective as a 
ole. It has had to be amended 
eady. I think that some parts of it 
ll prove effective. Some parts are 
od, if we can get it in better 
‘But that doesn’t have any- 
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thing definitely to do with the 
issue that we have here today. 
I think we need to make democ- 
racy work better and more vigor- 
ously in this country wherever we 
can. That is my feeling. 


Man: Senator Malone, you spoke 
of some 150,000 casualties. What 
would have been your alternative 
on June 25, 1950, rather than enter 
the conflict in Korea? 


Senator Malone: I-would not put 
a foot soldier in Korea, in 
Asia, or in Europe. (Applause) 
I would build our air power and 
our submarine power and I would 
use it wherever we see that the 
defense of the area is important 
to our ultimate safety. We can’t 
fight a foot war in Asia and we 
can’t fight it against the Russians. 
We’re outnumbered 50 to 1. But 
we can whip ’em and hold our 
area if we have sense enough and 
gumption enough to have air 
power, submarine power, and the. 
power we need on the ocean. 


Mr. Denny: Thank you, Senator 
Malone, Senator Kefauver, Mr. 
Ahlgren, and Mr. Orgill for your 
part in a real debate. I’m sure that 
Town Meeting discussion groups 
all over the United States are meet- 
ing together to continue their dis- 
cussion of this subject. 

We want to thank most sincerely 
our host committee and its chair- 
man, Mr. Ed Meeman, the editor of 
the Memphis Press Scimitar, and to 
Goldsmith’s Department Store and 
Mr. Fred Goldsmith and his as- 
sociates. So plan to be with us 
next week and every week at the 
sound of the Crier’s Bell. 
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SHOULD AN ATLANTIC FEDERAL UNION 
BE FORMED? 


Powers of a Federal Union 


A Federal Union would be or- 
ganized somewhat like the Govern- 
ment of the United States. It would 
have a central government with 
certain limited powers over mem- 
ber nations. This organization 
would be much like the present 
division of powers between our 
own Federal Government and the 
various states. 

Though various plans have been 
suggested, the following list may 
be considered typical of the powers 


which supporters would, give to a 
Federal Union. The international 
government would have these char- 
acteristics: 1. a union defense force 
and foreign policy; 2. a free mar- 
ket for all member nations; 3, a 
common currency; 4. a postal sys- 


tem for the whole union; 5. a 
union citizenship as well as a 
national citizenship; 6. a union 


system of taxation to make it pos- 
sible for the international govern- 
ment to carry out its obligations 
and exercise its powers. . 


ee ‘ 


YES 


Supporters of an Atlantic Fed- 
eral Union put forward the follow- 
ing basic arguments in favor of 
their plan for setting up a regional 
international government: 


An Atlantic Federal Union would 
give free peoples a goal toward 
which to work. One of the chief 
characteristics of the nations oppos- 
ing communism is their difficulty 
to cooperate effectively. Though 
plans for common action are made, 
one can never be certain that the 
individual nations involved will 
carry them out. 


The setting up of an interna- 
tional government by a group of 
free nations would be a_ serious 
setback for the communists. It 
would prove to the people of the 
world that they could look for- 
ward to a voluntarily formed world 
government. Such an example 
would show in its true light the 
forced membership of nations in 
the communist bloc. Such a re- 
gional government would prove 
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NO 

Opponents of the movement to 
establish an Atlantic Federal Union 
list the following reasons for their 


opposition: 4 
Such a regional federal union 
would upset the balance in th 


organized, operates through indi- 
vidual nations. The formation o 

a kind of superstate would create 
new problems. The overwhelming 
power of such a union would 
dwarf all individual nations. This” 
might result in the breaking up 
of the U.N. as it now exists o 

in a tug of war between the Fed- 
eral Union and the communist blo 

of nations. The formation of such 
a Union would certainly make 
more dithicult the working out of 
problems between the communis 
and free world. 


U.N. The United Nations, as = 
. 


An Atlantic Federal Union would 
speed up preparations for war. 
The communist bloc of nation 
would consider the formation of 
the Union as a threat to its owt 


nat the problems which divide 
ations can be solved through free 
ooperation. Whatever appeal com- 
1unism now has would be quickly 
st. 


Such a union would provide 
(etter economies for member 
mtions. A combining of the re- 
burces, skills, and industrial ca- 
acities of these nations would 
sult in a very strong economic 
rstem. At the same time, the com- 
‘ned populations of the member 
ations would create a huge market 
‘rr good. Within such a union 
ficient industries could be 
fminated, which would result in 
much higher standard of living 
© all the people. There would be 
tariff walls to stop the flow 
goods from one member of the 
on to another. 


n Atlantic Federal Union would 
the best way to oppose the 
unist military threat. An in- 
ational union of this type 
uid become an effective op- 
sent of the communist world 
these reasons: 


A. Its combined population .of 
Joost 500 million would provide 
basis for military forces needed 
ake the communists stop and 


hk. 


3. The spread of communism 
dd be stopped in the area under 
Union’s control. The member 
ons could protect any en- 
ered part of the Union. Better 
Gaoomic and social conditions 
Id also halt communism. 


. The combined nations could 
atain the armed forces needed 
1out straining their economies. 
| present method of maintaining 
rate national military forces is 
acient and costly. 
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security. Such an overwhelming 
power on its western flank would 
cause the communist bloc to 
rapidly increase its military forces. 


Since the Union would be or- 
ganized primarily for defense pur- 
poses, it could not serve as a peace 
organization. Only a world or- 
ganization such as the United Na- 
tions can have the balance and 
varying points of view necessary 
for maintaining a peaceful world. 


An attempt at Union is likely 
to emphasize differences. Even 
in the planning for the North At- 
lantic Pact, the member nations 
have shown that many differences 
exist between them. If the attempt 
were made to form a Federal 
Union, the chances are that many 
more differences of opinion would 
crop up. This would be un 
fortunate. Instead of providing a 
basis of cooperation, the Union 
would then be a means of dividing 
nations now working together. 


Nations are not ready for re- 
gional international governments. 
All nations are still concerned 
mostly with their own interests. 
They want to carry out economic 
and social policies which will 
benefit their own people. As a re- 
sult, there would be much hard 
feeling over any Union policies 
which were considered harmful to 
one particular group. This can be 
seen in even the limited attempt to 
work out an economic union be- 
tween the small nations of Bel- 
gium, the Netherlands, and Lux- 
emburg. 

The many differences over 
policies within individual nations 
is also evidence that it would be 
impossible to work out arrange- 
ments which would satisfy all the 
members of such a Union. 


THE LISTENER TALKS BACK 
“HAVE WE FAILED TO EDUCATE FOR DEMOCRACY?” 


Program of June 12, 1951 


Speakers 


Thomas K. Sherwood and Victor L._ Butterfield 


Each week we print as many significant comments on the preceding Tuesday's broad- 
You are invited to send in your opinions, pro and con, 


cast as space allows. 


not later than Thursday following the program. 


* 


publish any letters or comments received, 


It is understood that we may 
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POLL 

My own feeling is that we have 
most decidedly failed (to educate 
for demotracy) and I feel so posi- 
tive about it... that 1 decided 


to gather up a little . . . unpreju- 
diced opinion. . . . I have man- 
aged to bring up the subject 


‘honestly and without a previous 
fuss or warning rattle while talk- 
ing with seven people, four of 
them male, three female. One is a 
housewife, one a legal clerk, one a 
‘journalist, and the others are all 
connected with the Los Angeles 
County Public Library, as I am 
myself. Unanimously and entirely 
without hesitation of any kind, the 
answer was, “Yes, we have failed 
to educate for democracy.” 
Reasons were varied, examples 
endless. Most mentioned the lack 
of understanding of U.S. aims and 
basic democracy on the part of 
soldiers in World War II and in 
Korea (mentioned by four). Three 
persons considered the politically 
prejudiced newspapers responsible. 
Two (there were several opinions 
given by each person .. .) thought 
personal morals were responsible. 
Others were of the opinion that 
too few people concerned them- 
selves with moral and ethical prob- 
lems; too few followed the world 
situation on the international scene, 


\ 
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and saw events only against the 
backdrop of Main Street. The only 
general dissent was that all the 
persons questioned had a general 
thought that the question, as 
question, could not be answered 
with a simple “yes” or i. 

however, each speaker went on a 
once to detail why, in his opinion, 
we have failed—DonaLp Fair 
CHILD, Los Angeles, California. 


OMINOUS SIMILARITY 


Last night when one of 
speakers emphasized the value al 
the classics as builders of mora 
values in the reader and whe 
another speaker told of the vas 
number of engineers needed, 
suddenly had a most unpleasan 
memory. A well-bred and sens 
tive boy of sixteen sat opposit 
me in a train entering Berlin ii 
1938. He said sadly of his future 
“I want to be a_ philosopher, 
my father was. But there is 
need for philosophers now, and 
must become an engineer. Thet 
is need for engineers.” Is thet 
an ominous similarity between th 
state of Nazi Germany in 1938 ar 
the United States in 1951? Could 
we do with a lot more philosop 
to teach us self-control and lon 
sight?—BeruLau S. JENNEss, Pal 
Alto, California. q 


